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August 16, 2004

Mr. Larry Romine

Richland Operations Office

United States Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, MSIN: A6-33
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Romine:
Re: 200-UR-1 Unplanned Releases Operable Unit RI/FS Work Plan

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) has reviewed the Draft A Re-issue
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan (DOE/RL-2004-39) for the
200-UR-1 Operable Unit. Review comnments are attached to this letter. b 2. ]2, ~]

Ecology would like to discuss with the United States Department of Energy and the United
States Environmental Protection Agency the possible transfer of the West Lake from the
200-CW-t Cooling Water operable unit, to the 200-UR-1 Unplanned Releases operable unit.
That transfer would require Tri-Party agreement. West Lake did not receive cooling water, so
contamination there could be called an unplanned release. Also, the physical environment and
eco-system at West Lake are unique for Hanford waste sites and deserve a site-specific plan for
investigation that may have elements in common with the investigation of the BC Control Area.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (509) 372-7921 or Jennie Stults at
(509) 372-7956. '

Smcerely,

8-,{\!\ %\ \J\"\

\ﬁ]}ohn B. Price
roject Manager Environmental Restoration
Nuclear Waste Program -

ce: Craig Cameron, EPA | Stuart Harris, CTUIR Ken Niles, ODOE

Joel Hebdon, USDOE Pat Sobotta, NPT Jennie Stults, Ecology
Steve Bertness, USDOE Russell Jim, YN Administrative Record: 200-UR-1
Mary Todd-Robertson, FH Todd Martin, HAB Environmental Portal

fre



200-UR-1 RI/FS Work Plan, Draft A Re-issue
DOE/RL-2004-39

Comment

Page Comment
Number ' 3 : : -
' 1. | Title . Delete and Engmeenng Evaluanon/Cost Analysis” from the
. title.
2. | Pageri Could probably dlscuss wmd blown contamination as a causal |
- | Executive . factor in last sentence. I think one of the largest URs, several |
.| Summary ~.° | square miles from a burial ground was exacerbated by alrborne
1” paragraph . | dispersal. /.,m nbj _
3. | Pageiii Change to “The 200-UR- 1 OU con31sts of 148 Waste sites” with
{ 1% paragraph - the addition of West Lake site. .
4. | Page iii Delete 2™ ‘paragraph and replace with:
| 2" paragraph “The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operatlons Office
I S and the Washington State Department of Ecology agreed that the
nature and extent of environmental contamination at many of the
200-UR-1 waste sites could be characterized using the
“Observational Approach.” That approach was previously
described in the 200 Areas Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study Implementation Plcm Environmental Restoration
Program, DOE/RL-98-28. It is a method of planning, designing,
| and implementing a remedial action that uses a limited amount
of initial field characterization data to generate an understanding
of field condluons Then, additional information is gathered
during remedial actions to make “real time” decisions in the
field to guide the direction and scope of actions, based on
contingency planmng perfoimed before mobilization to the field.
Sites identified for the application of the observational approach
would be candidates to excavate contaminated soil for disposal
at the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility.”
5. | Pageiv _ Change “further actions™ to “response actions”.
2" paragraph
6. | Pageiv ' “Tnsert the followmg new paragraph :
| 2™ paragraph The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operatlons Ofﬁce and
the Washington State Department of Ecology also agreed that
the West Lake site, which was previously in the 200-CW-1
operable unit, did not fit the operable. unit definition for 200-
' CW-1. They agreed that it was actually more like an unplanned
release. Accordingly, it has'heen added to this work plan. Itis
also a candidate for completion of the RI/FS process along with
the B/C Controlled Area. _
7. |Pageiv Delete “unique and”
. 3" paragraph ] . _ .
8. | Pageiv In 3rd bullet, change “removal actions” to “response actions”.
3" paragraph L |
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"\ Comment - Page Comment
Number o
' 9. | Pageiv. In the 4™ bullet, change ‘RI/FS cand_tdate site” to “RI/FS,
3™ paragraph candidate sites (B/C Control Area and West Lake)”
10. | Page v ' Replace first bullet with: :
| 1* paragraph’ - “An evaluation of alternatives and. costs for the candidate RTD :
o sites that is the equlvalent of an englneerlng evaluatlon/cost '
T _ analysis”. : _
11. { Page V : Change *65” 31tes to mclude the 51tes that were not approved for '
N s paragraph ‘reclassification, and correct this through the document. - |
12, | Pagev Change “Completion of the EE/CA - prepared for the 65
2™ paragraph - - | candidate RTD sites resulted in selecting the remedy of* to
“Bvaluation of ~alternatives for the 52° candldate RTD sites |
: resulted in the recommended response of””.
13, Page v Change “The removal remedy was 1dent1fled for 52 sites”
' 2™ paragraph “Excavation and disposal was recommended for 52 sites.”
.14, | Page v ' Delete the ~last’sentence. - There. is' probably no' greater | -
2™ paragraph | uncertainty about removal costs than there is for maintaining the |
‘ | existing soil coverhnstltutlonal controls/and monltored natural 1
S | attenuation. L : :
- 15, | Pagev Delete - “The. DQO also addressed waste charactenzation'
- | 3 paragraph requirements” This sentence does not add: anything to the
VRS paragraph that: the first sentence had not already stated. If it is |
implying somethlng dlfferent change sentence to further explam :
] _ : the meaning.
- 16. | Page vii . | In last full bullet, ehange “The direct exposure pathway has been
- st paragraph | eliminated at ‘many of these surface release sites.” to *“The short- | -
IR term threat from the direct exposure pathway has been abated at |
| ‘many of these surface release sites.” Please note that accordmg
| to WAC 173-340, it isn’t climinated unless' there’ 515 feet of
clean fill. * Also,. the pathway is not ‘eliminated;” it’s . being
mitigated by ongomg mamtenance 1nc1ud1ng apphcanon of
) pesticides.
17. } Page vii | Change -“The most s1gn1ﬁcant of these excepuons is: the BC :
.| 2nd paragraph ‘| Controlled Area” to “The largest and most complex of these
' - exceptions is the BC Controlled Area and the West Lake.”.
18. | Page vii: Change “The -data -collected during the BC: Controlled Area
- | 4th paragraph RVFS” to “The data collected during the RI/FS for the BC | -
S Controlled Area and the West Lake”, :
19. | Page 5-5 Change Section 5.3 title to “Response Action Ob_]CCtIVCS B
20. | Page 5-5° | Change Section 5.4 Utle to “Idenuflcatlon of Response Action | -
_ b Alternatives”. i
21, | Page 1-1 "Add location of BC controlled area and west lake after the
| 1% paragraph | discussion of the site locations. Since these are the candidates

for RUFS studies, they ‘should spec1ﬁca11y be noted the1r-
location.. , :
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Sectlon 2232

Comment Page Comment
Number .
' 22. | Page 1-2, Change “unique” to “additional”,
1* paragraph , - e 4
23| Page 1-2 Change “EF/CA” to “equivalent of an EE/CA”.
.| 2™ bullet R P T . :
24, | Page 1-3 . Change 147 to 148..
| 1* paragraph : :
25..| Page 1-3- ' Change “Presents an EE/CA” to “Presents. the equwalent of an
14" bullet EE/CA”.
- 26. | Page 1-4 In #3, change “removal” to “respcjnse” —each occurrence.
27. | Page'1-4 Delete this section. We can proceed on this pathway w/o callout
| Section1.2.2 ' in this work plan.
28, | Page 2-7 Tank farms in 200 West Area also 1nclude S, SX, and SY.
- | 3 paragraph
29. | Page 2-13 Change 147 to 148 waste 51tes(2 sentences in paragraph)
- | 1 paragraph . .
30. | Page 2-13 y Change candldate RI/FS 51te” to “canchdate RI/FS sites™.
4" paragraph L
31. | Page 2-14 Is “radiolometric” a typographlc error? If not, it should be
i defined in a parenthetical. : |
32. | Page 2-14 Add characteristics of west lake site'as well, or alternatlvely add

a section 2.2.3.3. Waste Site Charaetenstlcs of the West Lake

area.

33,

Page 2—20 and
other site tables

The order of the sites llsted does not make sense—1t does not”
appear to be numerical, as 200-E-26 is down near the end of the

list instead of before 200-E-29, and so on: A listing strategy

should be applied to this table and all other tables (including

tables 5-6 and 5—7) SO that site. code numbers are easier to look

up..

T

Page 2-20

Add west Iake W]DS site code

35.

Page 3-3

| 4™ sentence in §3.2.3, please delete sentence “As a result .

. and
the environment.” -and replace with “Although samplmg and |
long-term monitoring -of sites in the 200 Areas has generally
focused on larger and more contaminated waste sites, there is |
substantial data related to many of the small UPRs because of |
the mode of contaminant release (often through btologtcal
transport).”

36.

| Page 3-3
Section 3._2.3

‘The unplanned. releases are relatwely 1mportant in the Hanford' |

environiment: e.g., contamination is relatively more bio-available

if relatively less concentrated/radioactive: but-that sense doesn’t |

come through in this discussion. Also, given there 1mportance I
suspect that there is relatively more bio-monitoring data for
these sites than for any other OU, but that sense doesn’t come
through either. Add some text to emphasis these points.
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“Comment

Comment

Page
Number _ ' ' _
37. | Page 3-3 Add west lake mformatron to sectlon (spec1f1caﬂy 17 paragraph .
"1 Section 3.2.3 section).
38. | Page 3-7 The thin stabilization cover is an 1mportant part of the phy81ca14
' Section 3.4 - conceptual model for many of these sites. Also, the shallow
paragraph -depth of the contamination is an important aspect of the “nature”.
of contarnination. Add supportmg text to that effect. . L
39. | Page 3-7 -Change “Point of release: surface or subsurface- release to| -
: “Point of release: surfacé or subsurface release, and thrckness.
of interim stabilization cover compared to 15 foot standard pomt .
. of compliance in WAC 173-340.” :

40. | Page 3-9 Change last bullet from “Approximately oneahalf of the sites:

: : identified fora removal action have been stabilized and covered
with clean soﬂ/materlal reducing the potential for - direct | .
exposure.” to “Approx1mately one-half of the sites identified for | .-
a response- action have been stabilized and ‘covered with a thin
(compared to 15 ft thick) clean soﬂ/matenal reducmg the short—;

C . termi potential for direct exposure.” - . ;
"41. | Page 3-10- Add to the bullets another one that says:-
- Plant and animal uptake and transport o other blologrcal
o co e receptors or humans.
S 42. | Page 3-10 - - The leaching pathway- to groundwater has been chslmssed for
| Section 3.5.2 | contamination at depths less than 15 feet. The regulations in{
| and-page 3-17 .| WAC 173-340 require consideration of this pathway, regardless |-
Figure 3-5 - | of depth." 1t is extr_err_rely important that if there is justification
R for dismissing this pathway that it be provided in detail using a | -
quantitative basis.. Prepare one or more paragraphs that describe |+ :
in detail why. this pathway was dismissed. - Also - providé.'
appropriate calculatrons that support dismissing this pathway.
Insert the paragraphs and.calculations in. section3.5.2. Ecology
must -approve. dismissal of this pathway and cannot do so
D without complete and accurate justification. . - |
43, | Page 3-13 -1 In this section insert a table of all contaminants on the initial hst
'  Section 3.6, ‘the facility. that generated each contaminant, and the réason for
'| general elimination of each contaminant, mstead of the bullets on p. 34 |
i ' | 12, Tn the table define Words such as “minor quantltles and' -
- ' | “mobility”,
Page 3-15, 3-16 The figure is mlsleadmg because it does not depict the. lateral

Figures 3-3 and.

3.4 .

| spreading. .that occur$ at textural change boundarics -in the

subsurfacé.  The spreading must be considered in the conceptual

model. Please revise the figures to indicate lateral spreading. R

Page 4 of 20




Comment

Page

Comment

Number

.45,
"~ Table3-1

Page 3-18

Dermal absorption for. semi-volatile orgariic compounds should |

| be evaluated: Dermal absorption fractions are relatively high for

these compounds. — refer to WAC 173-340 equations 740-4 and

| 740-3 to determine soil cleanup levels based on direct contact
including dermal contact for semi-volatile organic compounds.

46.

Page 4-1 .
| Section 4.0

Replace 1st paragraph with the replacement paragraph provided -
for the Executive Summary: :

“The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
and the Washington State Department of Ecology agreed that the
nature and extent of environmental contamination at many of the
200-UR-1 waste sites could be charactenzed using the -
“Observational Approach.” That approach was previously.

| described in the 200 Areas Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
-Study Implementation Plan — Environmental Restoration

Program,; DOE/RL-98-28. Tt is a method of planning, designing,

.| and implementing a remedial action that uses a limited amount

of initial field characterization data to generate an understanding
of field condltlons Then, additional information is gathered
during remedial actions to make ‘real time” decisions in the

field to guide the direction and scope of actions, based on

contingency planning performed before mobilization to the field.

~ | Sites identified for the application of the observational approach

would be candidates to excavate contaminated soil for disposal
at the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility.”

47.

Page 4-1
Section 4.0

The teXt states that during the DQO process the 200-UR-1 waste
sites were identified for four proposed future actlons

o Rejection or no action

| Reass1gnment to another OU.,.

o Use of the obsérvational approach to conduct RTD

0 Completion of an RI/FS
Later in the text monitored natural attenuation is listed s the
proposed remedy for some of the waste sites. Where did this
option come from?. Please document the source in the text in the
appropriate places. ' '

48.

Page 4-1

2nd paragraph

Change “streamlined removal action” to “streamlined response |
action.” Note that the observatlonal approaeh is a streamlining

_ approach

49,

‘Page 4-1

Change “one 200- UR 1 site (BC Controlled Area)” to “two 200— _

3" paragraph

UR—I sites (BC Controlled Area and West Lake)”
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Section4.1.4

- Comment. Page Cominent
Number _ ' '
| 50. | Page 4-1 : .Change ‘ E
| Last paragraph " “The EE/CA was prepared” to “The alternatives:
S - -+ evaluation and cost analysis was prepared”™ and
- e “The EE/CA 1der1t1ﬁes” to “The evaluatlon identifies™
© o and.
KX '“Thus the EE!CA serves as” to “Thus the evaluatron
- _ ~_ which is the equivalent of an EE/CA, serves as” .
51, 1Page 4-1 Delete last 2 sentences on page ‘and replace with “Sectron 5.0
e - | recommends the preferred response for the candidate sites.” :
52. | Page4-2to4-5 | No section is included for criteria for -selection sites for| . - -
' Section 4.1.1 to - | MESCAC/MNA. Add a section to discuss thrs separate from | .o ¢
: 1 4.14 the RTD section. ‘ [
53, | Page4-2 Provide a“reference for the DQO document It 1s difficu‘lt to "
© | Section 4.1 review this document without the DQO. '
54, | Page 4-2 The' text references “the characterization: approach outlined in | -
- |'Section 4.1 WMP-19920 (pendmg) » Ecology has not reviewed or approved |
‘ of this " WMP. ' Therefore, -it’ is impessible: for Ecology to-|
determine if the ‘charactérization approach’-developed in the |
DQO process was adequately . captured in the WMP since |-
b : Ecology has seen’ neither document.
. 55. | Page 4-2 - Add west lake for completron of RL
3" paragraph
'56. | Page 4-3 Delete last paragraph on'page. _ ] |
57. | Page 4-4 The text states that “As appropriate, rad1ometr1c surveys and/or _
- | Section'4.1.2 : samples were collected to verify the completeness of the |
IR ' cleanup. For releases containing radiological constituents, no | -
radiation Warnmg signs Or postings were required following the | .
cleanup . because the actions taken resulted - in - acceptable :
exposure levels...The sites should' not be cons1dered waste [
management units because there is not longer evidence of an |~
actual - or potentral hazardous. substance release.” The text!| .
provides no discussion of -non-rad’ hazardous substances - at thef -
waste sites. - Please’ add. text to. address non-rad hazardous
_ substances.
58. | Page 4-5- Insert text addressing how the movement of waste sites from one.
' I'Section4.1.3 | OU to arother will be documented. The text is contradictory, in | : -
A one place it discusses the 34 waste sites “inclusion with another-
| OU for- conducting remedial -action”. and in .another place ‘it
discusses “designation of the new OU assocrated with the site™
-1 please clarify. : :
59. | Page 4-5 Please change the 3rd bullet to read . “Radloloorcal SUIveys

andfes =Her non-radiological field-screening characterization |
technigues seuid will be used to determine the level and extent:
of contamination during the removal action.”

" Page 6 01 20




Comment Page Comment
Number :
S .60, | Page 46 Add West Lake for completlon of an' RI/FS.
- i-Last paragraph
- 6L [ Page4-7 B These Secnons state that contanunatlon located in the upper 15 ft
- Section4:1.8 | of soil 1s not-a threat to groundwater. Delete these sentences and
1 and Page B-3 replace -with-a reference back to Section 3.5.2, which will be

Section Bl.4.1
1% sentence of

_section -

amended in accordance with a comment above.

62:

Page 4-7

Section4.1.8 B

: Include evidence proving the “Chemlcal and radxonuchde'

Contannnants from UPRs in the 200 UR-lOU ..are not a threat

o groundwater

| Page 4-7

63. Add West lake sne to complenon of RI/FS
o [2™ands™
- 64. | Page 4-8 Modify text to include the use of VSP to determine the
- |'Section 4,1.9 statistically ~adequate -number -of verification - samples and !
locations.  Also include text stating that verification samples will
ol comply with requirements specified in WAC 173- 340- 740(7).
-~ 65. | Page 4-8- Add west lake to. discussion. Need to add a charactenzatlon'_
' Sections 4.1.9 and approach for west lake
1 4.2
66. | Page 4-9 Modify the' 4" an_d 6" bnllets to read: -

Sectlon 4. 2. 1

o “Sampling and analysis for all potential COCs sfsails at
ke s0il location with the highest level of contamination
for waste characterization and disposal decisions.

A verification radiological survey and subsequent verification of
soil sampling and laboratory analysis.for all COCs to document

-the successiul removal of contaminated media- to levels below

. PRGs.” :
67. 1 Page 4-10° The first sentence should mclude a reference to, Flgure 24
Section 4.2.2 : : o
68. | Page 4-10 The text states “In Phase 1, the initial site -evaluation
Section 4.2.2 - characterization - objectives are developed and focus on
determination of current contaminant levels, development of the
preliminary CSM, and determination of initial sampling and
radiological survey - specifications for -a limited field | -
investigation.” This should have been completed through the |
DQO process. and should be documented in the attached SAP.
_ _ Please revise the document accordmgly
69. | Page 4-10 Delete “a unique,” in last paragraph. -
70. | Page 4-11 The text references “a Historical Site Assessment (HAS).”

Section 4.2.2.1

Provide a reference to this document or attach it as an appendn(”
to this work plan :
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Page

| Comment Comment
Number . :
' 71. | Page4-11 | What are “Dérived Concentration Guideline Levels” and where -
. |'Section4.2.2.1 do they come from. Please provide 'explan’atldn in the'text. ..
72| Page4-11 - | The second bullét is “Development of initial'scoping Samplmg
- p#Section 4.2.2:1 and radiological survey specifications for a limited field
o | investigation.” This should have been completed through the
1 DQOprocess and should be documented in the attached SAP.
: - Please revise the document accordingly. -
73. | Page 4-8 . - - Add West Lake to Sectlon 4 2 and- propose a characterrzatlon
| Section 4.2 - approach.
74. | Page 4-12 Part 2, 1% bullet: Define the term “key” in the bullet or replace it .
© | Section 4.2.2.2 with a more deta.rled descrrptron of where samples are to be
o4 s collected. ' : =
75, | Page 4-12 - | Please define “key areas’ and explam how they are 1dent1ﬁed
' Section 4.2.2.2 | - : ‘
- 76.| Page 4-12 - 4 'Change the second bullet to read “Determine 1f suff1c1ent data is’
- Part3 . - - | available to es= sebipa-aadhare e calculate a 95%
L Sectlon 4222 + | UCL for surface = Sy COC levels in each zone,” _
77. | Page4-13 In the first bullet, 1nclude non-rad COCs- for ver1frcat10n :
[ Section4.2.2.4 | purposes. : i
78. | Page 4-13 . i In several places the text refers to a treatabrhty test” but itis not
| Section 4.2.2.5 clear what the purpose of this text might be. Please add text
RRTL ol explammg what the treatabrhty test mlght be testmg and how it -
ST ‘will be used: -
-+ 79: | Page'4-14 The text states that the “Survey criterfa will meet the agreed—to
s Section 4.2.3.2 "Derwed Concentrations Guideline Level set for.the BC Control
e - | Area.” Please provide a reference 1nd1cat1ng where the '
R | “agreement” is documented. 3 -
80. | Page 4-14 | Change the last sentence to read “A list of the screemng ‘ _
~ | Section4.2.3.4 techniques and detection capabilities of the equipmient, identified
S L for use at UPR sites is presented in the SAP in Appendix B.”
81, | Page 4-15 ‘The text states that “Verification analysis will provide the data
- | Section 4.2.3.5 needed to completé site closure documentation.” Ecol’ogy would §. -~
like to point out that the analyncal detection levels used for the
verification analysis’ mirst be low enough to document
compliance with groundwater protection values established in
| WAC 173-340-747. In addition, the analyucal results must be
: S “documented for all COPCs.
82. | Page 4-15 " In the third sentence there isa double “that” please delete one.
_ 1 Section 4.2.4 : :
. 83. | Page4-17 T_he bottom left box neads to be modrfled to indicate what -
' Figure 4-1 happens if a waste site is NOT rejected by the regulators.
84. | Page 4-18 This figure needs to be modified to 111c1ude evaluation of non-
Figure 4-2 rad PRGs. -
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Comument Page Comment
Number .
85. | Page 5-1 - Change Sectio"n 5.1-and 5.1.1 Titles from “. . . Justify Removiil
-{ Actions” t . Justify Response Actions”;
86. | Page 54 In 3rd bullet change “Bioaccumulation” to “Bloaccumulatmn
N E 1 and bio-magnification”
87. | Page 54 In last paragraph of Section 5.1.2.3, insert a new. sentence
R | between the existing first and second sentences:.
: | “US EPA guidance does not have a corresponding limitation.”
. 88. | Page 5-4 ‘The text states that “most of the sites have been stabilized,

| Section5.1.23

thereby limiting ecological access.” However, Table A-4
indicates that several of the waste sites have no stabilization

| cover, or ashallow cover. Please revise text to accurately reflect

the potential for ecological exposure.

30,

Page 5-4

Section 5.1.2.3

The first bullet should include “inhalation” as an exposure
pathway for invertebrates and burrowin g marnmals,

90.

Page 5-5
Section 5. 3

- | Modify the 1%, 5, 6%, and 7" bullets to read:

=] Prevent or_m?::e,r;;r*.. =<remass mitigate risk to
human health, ecological receptors, and natural -
- resources associated with exposure to soil or
- 'wastes contaminated above ARARSs or risk-based

- . S O
crlterla“ ropmerdns the sonrce. or-0 WMIBOT AR

“‘"‘{'L!"‘v _mf;
O Prevent or ssdvee miti gate occupational health
. risks assoctated with physical, chemical, and "
~ radiological hazards to workers performing
removal actions.

0 Minimize the genesud dlsruptmn of ecological and o

cultural resources caused by remediation and
prevent adverse impacts to culiural resources and
threatened or engendered species. _ ‘
o Provide conditions suijtable for future industrial
' land use inside the Central Plateau Core Zone.
boundary and residertied unrestricted land use
outside the Core Zone.

.Delete the last RAO. It implies removal and cleanup will be

minimized to reduce the amount of waste generated.

91,

‘Page 5-6

Change “WAC 173-340 also specifies a . . .” to “WAC 173-340
specifies a standard point of compliance of 15 feetanda...”

. 92-

Page 5-6
Section _5.4‘.1.2

The text only addresses the decay of radioactive contaminants.
Add text addressmg the remammg non-rad COCs which will

NOT decay but may experience natural attenuation .

93.

Page 5-7

31 paragraph in Section 5.4.1.3, change “Removal technologies’

.do not” to “The observational approach does not™.
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Comment

Comment Page
{ Nuomber ' : . NI e .
‘ 94, | Page 5-8 and 5-9 | A traditional sampling DQO would consider the consequences
: - of making a bad-decision. For remediation, a decision to .
| continue MNA and maintain existing soil cover could resultin - - |:
| bio-intrusion and re-release of contamination. That’s consistent | '
with the history of the URs, and should be considered in
| “implementability” and effect1veness please revise the text _
T T accordingly. -~ = :
- 95. | Page 5-8 Add a sentence that states that the risk reductzon for thls is low
Section 5.5.2.1 (as compared to the 5.5.3.1 RTD where the removal causes the - |
' risk reduction to be high). Also had that there is greater failure
: possibility of this option as compared to alternative 3.
96. | Page 5-8 . | The text states that soil covers will be maintained “until
Section 5.5.2.1 | contaminant concentrations-beneath the existing soil cover reach
: acceptable levels.” If non—rad COCs are present’ above PRGs
they will not decay; please add text addressmg natural
T . -attepuation of non-rad COCs. :, : S
- 97.| Page 5-9° . . The text states that “Confirmatory samphng would be used to |
©o | Seetion 5.5.2.1 ‘determine the appropriate timeframe for decay of the -
e : constituents to acceptable levels.” Non-rad COCs will not - .
decay, please add text addressmg the natural attenuatlon of non— -
LT -rad COCs. : - S
98. | Page 5-9° Detail ' what the risks would be long—term 1f the controls were to
| Seetion 5.5.2.1- fail; including dispersion of- contammatlon through ammals
o 3 paragraph 1 wind-blown contamination, etc. ‘
... 99. | Page 5-9 . - The majority of the UPR sites resulted in contamination from
+ - | 'Section5.5.2.1 [ sitesin the Han_ford site boundaries, so controls and access are _
I 4" paragraph . - | irrelevant in this discussion: Also, annual surface radiation
T o surveys of specific waste sites do not detect radiation that may
| have migrated out of boundaries if the soil cover were to fail,
Delete this paragraph compietely, or re-word to address these |
- ' -concerns: I
'100. | Page 5-9 - |"'Would sampling - alone be enough to determme the possﬂalhty of |-
.| Section 5.5.2.1- mobility of contaminants through the soil during the period of:
o paragraph natural attenuation? - Address this conicern in this section.
101. | Page 5-10 | Please add to your discussion that alternative 3 would best *.
. | Section 5.5.3.1 . | 'address one of the main causes of the UPR’s of animal intrusion.
: S - | and wind-blown contamination (that is, removal of the
contamlnated soil completely would delete this poss1b111ty of
R | occurring again, compared to alternative 2) -
102. | Page 5-9 Please clarify what “technical difficulties may arise with

Section 5.5.2.2

equipment failure” and what equipment you are refemng to.
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Comment

Section. 5.8

| Page Comment
Number _ _
' - 103.4 Page 5-9 - Under Section 5.5.2.2 change add additional text after the
SRS SRR | existing paragraph: “Conversely, there is substantial, site--
specific experience that demonstrates the difficulty of isolating
shallow contamination from plants and animals. Also, the cost
of failure is relatzvely high. The BC Controlled Area is
Hanford’s largest waste site and it resulted from biological'
. intrusion into shallow waste sites.” '
104. | Page 5-9 : Add to the costs the possibility that if controls were to fail,
' Section 5.5.2.3 additional waste sites could be created.that would need to be
. o 'cleaned upin the future.
105. | Page 5-10 For 1* paragraph Section 5.5.3.1, replace last sentence with
R “Contaminated soil would be disposed of at the ERDF. Clean -
excavated soil would be used as back{ill, or in some cases the
excavation site would simply be recontoured without adding
_ additional backfill.” :
- 106. | Page 5-10 Modify text to read: “Confirmauon samplmg will be used to 7
| Section 5.5.3.1 verify that residual contamination levels de-netosse
R seseeepiable risks comply with potential ARARs.”
- 107. | Page 5-10 Leaving contaminants in place below 4.6 m (15 fi) bgs, at
Section 5.5.3.1 .concentrations that exceed the groundwater protection values
' specified in WAC 173-340-747, is not compliant-with ARARs.
The remediation of the 200-UR-1 OU Waste Sites should = .
incorporate the requirements specified in WAC 173 340-350(9),
_ : | WAC 173-340-360(2), and WAC 173-340-370(2). '
108. | Page 5-11 Re-consider that movement of waste to ERDF would resultina
- | 1* paragraph “minor” reduction in mobility, given the importance of animal &
. plant intrusion as secondary release mechanisms for the URS .
e .| Revise your text accordingly. :
109. | Page 5-11 Other.ihan BC Controlled Area, Whlch sites are “larger, more
_ 5 paragraph eomphcate "and could require years to remediate? -}
110. | Page 5-12 Delete 2™ paragraph. It doesn’t apply because ‘this condition is
not expected in the 200-UR-1 waste sites.” |
111. | Page 5-13 'Please revise the text to read: “For some sﬂes final cleanup
Section 5.6 | Fespisemiens actiwtles may be e ited mlmmai with removal
- COSts reduced '
112. | Page 5-14 Provide documentatmn supportmg the statement “The UPR sites
Section 5.8 ‘are not a threat to groundwater and mainly consist of surface
_ ' radioactive ¢contamination..
“113. | Page 5-14 Is the statement “Generally placement ofa 3011 stablhzatmn
cover was followed a decontamination or cleanup action”

correct, or were the soil stabilization covers preceded by
decontamination or cleanup actions?
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Section 6.1.2 ~

Comment Page Comment
Number ' _ L . L
' -+ 114, |- Page 5-27 Include sites that were not approved for reclassification. For
' | Table 5-6 sites where ecology is just requesting “confirmatory sampling”,
e - | ecology. requests creating a new category of just “samples”
_— I o | versus classifying themn as RTD or MESC/IC/MNA. .
- 115, | Page 5-27 - Why does RTD have an asterisk following it? The asterisk is -
- .| Table.5-6 not included in footnotes Delete if not used to 51gn1fy o
. ‘ something. = : -
116. | Page 5-27 2 waste sites are hsted as ZZGnE 110 and 220 E-l lS Correct to
e Table 5-6 200. - -
117. i Page 5-27 | Site UPR-200-W- 166 18 llsted for both preferred remedles
‘Table 5-6 Therefore, instead of 52 waste sites for RTD (listed in -
I : introduction pg. V) there are 53 listed in table. If it is because
both alternatives are identified, then treat all sites where both-
alternatlves are 1dent1fred as the same, and. make note in the -
> - table.: : :
118. | Page 5-32 200-W-106 facrhty area is labeled 200-W- Pond, but 1t appears
| Table 5-7 - from your maps and description to-be in T-farm zone.~ - :
119. | Table 5-7 and | “Facility area” colurn—should this be called this, as your maps
.- 1 Appendix A - | haveit referred to as elosure zones?. If they are “closure zones”
] tables . N change the name of the column to match, or change map label.
120. | Table 5-7 “For sites that are MESC/IC/MNA, more clarification is needed
e | as to'why that approach'i is being taken versus RTD. Add
RN BN | specific juStlficatIOIlS for each site identified - -~ = -
- 121} Table 5-7 _Several waste sties have the preferred remedial alternative as -
ERCESE IS |'both MESC/IC/MNA and RTD (including UPR-200-W-116 and |
| UPR-200-W:166). The clarification as to why these are checked 5
for both is net sufficient to understand-—add additional -
BRI explanatrons for these unusual sites. - :
~122. | Page A-1 Add West lake area to l1st1ng of the ZOO—UR 1 Operable Unrt
- | Table A-1 | Waste Sites. - :
123. | Page 6-2 - ‘ Rev1se the text to read: *. . ACTION MEMORANDUM ”:v“““” '
| Section 6.1. 1 | ether tepmdippsarecind-aation BOD, will be issued..
124. { Page 6-2" The paragraph that discusses CERCLA closure optrons does not
| Section 6.1.2 address how these cleanup standards will be used in the 200-UR-
et 1 QU .Please add a detailed explanation of how Method B and -
‘Method C ¢leanup standards will be used in each media and the
tegulatory path for each. Discuss how clean closure w111 be used
AR R al the 200-UR-1-OU waste sites. '
-125. | Page 6-3 ‘Revise the text to read: “Public 1nvo]vernent rncludmg pubhc

notices and an ‘opportunity to comment; will ba-ssharsess
saeamiarecrs satisty’ CERCLA requirements. The public also .

| will be able to review and comment on the FS and any e«mee f’ :

oraft conditions that will be: contamed
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Number

Page

Comment

126.

Page 64
-Section 6.2.2

Add the following bullet: '
Soil sampling and. analys1s for non-rad COCs.

127.

Page 6-4

Section 6_.2-.2.2_ .

Revise the text to rea ..Hanford Environmental Informanon
System numbers, an-inventory of investigation-derived waste

‘containers, available waste designation information for

radiological and non-rad COCs, and any chemical field-
screening results.” '

128

-Pdge 6-4
‘I Section 6.2.3

Please elaborate on the statements o
o “During development of WMP-19920 (pendlng) hsted
waste issues were resolved.” and
o “Samplihg and analytical requirements or specific
- analytes needed to support designation activities were
identified and the requiremenis noted in WMP-19920.”
Ecology has not reviewed or approved of WMP-19920. It is
impossible for Ecology to determine if waste is being managed
in accordance with ARARS

129

Page 6-5

-Section 6.2.5

| Revise the text to tea
{ and COC sampling results documenting the extent of -

based on radmlo gical field screemng

contaminated soils removed from the site and disposed of at
ERDF; documentation of the verification radiolo gical survey and
COC sampling results: and....”

130.

.Page 6-5

Section 6.2.5.1

Ecology has not reviewed an official released DQO and can not
determine if the *“analytical quality criteria outlined in the DQO™ |
comply with ARARs. Provide additional explanation

131

Page 6-5 -

Section 6.2.5.1

Revise text to read: “....or risk-based levels if expesuzedata are
Sediabie reculatery standards are not-available and existing
process knowledge.. :

132.

.Page 6-6
: Section 6_.2.5.2 _

Revxse the 3* and 4th bullets to read _ ;

““A site map showing the grid for the 1n1t1a1 and

verification sadietesiest COC survey and the surface.

: contammatlon delineated during the initial zudseiegienr

COC survey”.
A discussion of removal action including hot—spot samphng,
excavation, ficld screening the excavation surfaces for continued
presence of zzdistesical COC contamination, soil screening,
verification radlological surveys and COC sampling results,
waste characterization, management and dlSpOSlthIl excavation

| backfill, compaction, and final grading”.

133.

Page 6-6-

|- Section 6.2.6

Suggest changing the title of this Section to “Remedial
Invest1gat10n Report for BC Cribs Area” (and add Westlake site
if reclassified into this operable unit).
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Comment

Page Comment
Number ' - : .
134. | Page 6-6 Revise text to read “.and concentration of contammants
' Section 6.2.6 based on sampling results, evaluating the conceniration of COCs
B against regulatory limits, assessing contaminant fate and
‘ o - transport;....” - '
135..|-Page 6-7 Revise the text to read: “....by using a simple comparison of
| Section 6.2.6.2 the mean as estimated from the 95% upper confidence limit
' zamad of the data to background concentrauons PQLs and with
X ‘ appropnate cleanup levels.” :
. 136. 1 Page 6-7 |- Revise text to read: “....against regulatory standards or nsk—
Section 6.2.6.2 - | based levels if sxsossa-datesraavaiiskis regulatozy Standards
C e are not available and ex1st1ng process knowledge. .. e
137. | Page 69 - - - | Revise text to read: “Risks initially will be evaluated byj'
| Section 6.2.6.3.1 | comparison to risk-based standards such as WAC 173-340~
' : 4—_—*740 “Unrestricted Land Use Soil Cleanup Standards t\ *
: - e i-l E2u -\ ?»CjA\;‘EL - .
138. .| Page 6-9 e Rev1se text to-read: “Addltlonal analy&s will be performed
| Section 6.2.6.3.1 | using WAC 173-340-747(3) or (4), or an sepseasiate alternate
S fate-and transport model (e.g., STOMP [PNNL-11216, STOMP = {
= Subsuiface Transport Over Multiple Phase: Application -
Guide] ) Will be established in accordance with WAC 173 340—
R “747(8) to assess impact to the groundwater......"
139, | Page 6-10 - | Ecology has not reviewed the most recent versions of DOE/RL
' - I'Section 6.2.6.3.2 " | 2001-54 and can not determine if the “screemng-level ecological |
A | risk assessment’ is‘in compllance with ARARs. . However, the -
ecological risk assessmént will need to comply with’
requircments provided in WAC 173-340-7490 “Terrestrial
B ST | Ecological Evaluation Process.” Please revise text accordingly.
140. Page 6-10 -| In the first bullet, include “mhalauon” asdn exposure pathway
-~ | Section 6.2.6.3.2 . | for invertebrates and’ burrowmg mammals; © -
“141. | Page 6-10 " | The text states that “A risk management decision will be needed
| Section 6.2.6.3.2 '} to determine how:contaminants that do not have toxicity values
o ' - | will be handled during the risk assessment for each OU.” Please
N -insert text to clarify who will make that decision and when:
142. Page 6 12 The Ecological risk needs to be evaluated against WAC 173- 340 |
B Secuon 6.2.6. 3 2 requirements.as well as the eight- step EPA process. Please :
S include this evaluation in the text. :
- 143. Page 6 12 The statement “Because most of the waste sites in thts OU are

‘Section 6.2. 6.3.2-_. ‘

within: the core zone, generally only terrestrial wildlife risks will - |

i need to be evaluated......” is misleading. Numerous waste sites

in this OU are in the core zone, but the BC-Control Area .
encompasses a huge amount of tand that is outside the core zone
and is NOT considered industrial-exclusive land use. Please
revise the text to include evaluation of waste sites within the

| core zone and waste sites outside the core zone.

- Page 14 of 20




Comment

section

Comiment | Page
| Number _ _
. 144. | Page 6-13 This.section reiterates the steps and remedial action alternatives
Section 6.3+ for the ES process;. as taken from Appendix D of DOE/RL-98- .
SR 28.. The document DOE/RL-98-28 was based on information
and technologies available in 1997. A supplemiental evaluation
| of technological developments should be provided in the . -
forthcoming 200-UR-1 FS. Add text to section 6.3 indicating
that the forthcoming FS will include information to update
Appendix D in DOE/RL-98-28. Spemfrcally
n . Identify potential technologies and process options
associated with each GRA
‘0 Screen process options to select a representatlve process
. for each type of technology based on thelr effectiveness,
| implementability, and cost =
- Assemble viable technologies or proeess options into _
alternatives representing a range or treatment and contamment
- : _ plus a no- action alternative. i
145. | Page 6-15 The last paragraph of section 6.4 “Three altematlves to the OU-
; "| Section 6.4 ‘by-OU remediation. ....” and the next three sections (6. 4.1, 6.4. 2,
' and 6.4.3).do not add any value to thls section. Ecology
o : suggests. deletmg this text.
146. | Page 6-16 The text “Additional guidance for conﬁrmatory and verlflcatlon
“Section 6.5 sampling is provided in Section 6.2 of the Implementation Plan
L (DOE/RL-98-28)" should be deleted. The guidance in Section
6.2 of the Implementanon Plan is for characterrzatron sampling,
_ o | instead use WAC . 173-340- 740(7) “Comphance Monltonng ”
147. | Page 7-2 The Project Schedule doe not include any schedule for the RTD -
Figure 7-1 sites. Please include Work covered by the proposed ac:tlon :
e  memorandum.
148. | Page a-1- Add a column indicating the remedy for the waste site (e g, .
Appendix A | rejected, MNA, RTD RI/FS, Reassignment).
| Table A-1
149. | Table A-2 Sites rejected or no- action: Please update list to includs areas
that were actually: reclaSSIfred If including these areas, please
provide the off1c1al rationale comment that i is included in the
- letter that ecology has signed. , : ’
150. | Page A-77 In site sorting information, there is a typo “980” instead of
Table A4 “1980”.
151. | Page B-3 | Modify the first sentence of this paragraph as follows: “The
Section B.14. 1 chemical and radlonuchde contaminants from UPRS .within 4.6
1* paragraph of | m (15 ft) of the ground surface &nd—&re—net—eens&dered—a—thfe—&t—te
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Comment Page Comment
Number ' . " _ o e
- - 152. | Page B-5 Please modify the 1*" sentence of the section as follows: :
Section B1.5.3 .| “According to the guidance in Table 6-5 ...are notsignificant
= : because of the ee-rﬂbmaﬁen—e#—}ev&seveﬁty—aﬁel eontrnued ‘
e ~ accessibility of the sites -
153. | Page B-5 | Either here orin section 4 2 1 add details about the samphng
: Section B1.5:4 _plans for “no action” sites: Include the sample design for non-
1% paragraph radioactive COCs. The MARSSIM approach’ (sectlon 4. 2)
S R -planned for the rad COCs would be acceptable.
154, | Page B-14 In this section réference the section of this decument that gives
Section B2.7.1 the sample design to be used for nonradloactrve contarntnants
e e L and radionuclides; :
155. | Page B-18 This paragraph is highly speculative and unsupported it is not
Section B3.1.1.2 useful Delete thrs paragraph :
2™ paragraph ' : .
‘156: Page'B—,ZO K -Insert ahew sentence after the first sentence: “‘Contaminated
- ' Section B3.4. soils are not expected to exceed 2 m (6.6 ft) in depth for the sites.
| 1 sentence of - associated with the 200-UR-1 moderate scale spﬂl/leak CSM
-t paragraph (Figure B+ 17 If field observations or measurements, or- :
S | analytical data indicate a depth of contamination greater than 2
m, a site would be sampled in accordance Wrth the larger scale
- S sprll/leak site CSM (Figure B-18).”. ' o .
" 157. | Page B-21'and B- | Provide in both of these sections the sample desrgn that will be _
S22 used for nonradroactrve contaminants; or prov1de a reference to }
| Section B3.5 and the proper seetlon of the document ' ‘
. |B3.6.1.1 - ' '
-158.| Page B-25 Correet “Frgure B 18” to “Frgure B- 19” in the 5 F——
- | Section B3.9 = | : ‘
. 159. | Page B-26 to B— Add-an. explananon of how the number of survey and Sarnpllng '
| 27 - | locations were determined, and. explain how the sampling design |
| Section B3.14 “follows guidance from MARSSIM, or a similarly recognized -
o general document, for the type of Survey and type of contamination.
160. | Page B-28 Provide in this section a statement about the sample design for™
.| Section B3.14.2 - -non-rachoactrve contaminants.” Depths-of greater than 1 foot for |
I | sampling are probably tequired.
--161. | Page B-39 . Change the arrow. from the box *Verify presence or absence of ..
. | Figure B-19 “ to point directly to the box “Stake site boundarres to
| B encompass potentially contaminated area”. ’
162. | Page B-39 - From the box “Conduct screening of exeavated material to
| Figure B-19 detérmine if radiologically contaminated”, add labels on the area

to say “removed material™ and “ remaining material”, to clarlfy
the different drrectlons from that box.
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Page

69 . .
Table B-5 -

- Conunent Comment
| Number _ _ _
' 163..| Page B-59 Insert a box that explains that samples will be collected to test
-Figure B-19 for non-radioactive contaminants. This box should be added on’
T - the right of the diagram after the “No” arrow, after the box “Any
radiological survey readings above background?” Only if there - |
are no nonradioactive and no radioactive contaminants above -
regulatory levels should the documentation be submitted for
B regulatory concurrence..
- 164. | Page B-61 The first box has a bullet for “IH survey”. Add IH to the list of
. Figure B-21 acronyms in the front of the document.
165. | Page B-68 to B- | The chromium (V1) soil cleanup level for direct contact is set by
69 the inhalation pathway because Cr (VI) is carcinogenic via
Table B-5 ‘inhalation. Use 2 mg/kg as a soil cleanup level, which applies to
' - the inhalation pathway and accounts for dust resuspension.
166. | Page B 68 to B- There is a limit on the PRG for lead for the industrial scenario. -
69 : Please correct table B-5: NeJdimit 1000 mg/kg. This is the
| Table B-5 Method A value. :
167. | Page B-68 to B- | The following contaminants have mdustrlal direct contact PRGs
69 ' given as “No limit”. Replace the “No limit”s with the following
| Table B-5 | values: methyl ethyl ketone, 2.1E06 mg/kg; phenol, 2E05 mg/kg
' (considers dermal absorption); 1, 1,1 trichloroethane, 3.15E06
' mg/kg.,
168. | Page B-68 to B- - | The PRG for residential dlrect contact for phenol is 1.67E04
69 | mg/kg; this value accounts for dermal absorption. Replace the
"Table B-5 24,000 mg/ke with 1.67E04 mg/kg.
169. | Page B-68 to B-

List the PRGs for each PAH of interest and for each pestlclde of
interest. ' . '
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Comment Page Comment
Number . Sy . _ . _
© 170. | Page B-68 to B- | The PRGs for soil for the protection of groundwater; using
169 - | default values for variables, are as follows in wnits of mgrkg:
Table B-5 antimony 5.4; arsenic 2.92; barium 923; beryllium 63.2;
| Page B-71 to B— | cadmium 0.69; chromium (11T} 2000; copper 0.8; lead 3000; :
78 mercury 2.1; molybdenum 32.3; nicke] 130; silver 5.2; selemum-
Table B-7 '13.6; thallium 1.59; vanadium 2.24E03; zinc 5.97E03; nitrate-
Ni/nitrite-N 40; cyanide 0.8; acetone 3.2; acetonitrile 0.282;
benzene 0.028; benzyl alcohol 19.2; bromodichloromethane
- | 3.68E-03; butanol 6.62; ca.rbon tetrachloride 3.1E-03;
+ chlorobenzene 0.87; dichloroethylene 0.36; 1,1-dichloroethane
| 4.37; 1,2-dichloroethane 2.32E-03; 1,1 dichloroethylene 5.22E-
04; dichloromethane 0.022; p-dichlorobenzene 0.03; ethyl f
benzene 6.05; ethyl ether 9.09; hexane 96.2; MIBK 310; methyl
ethyl ketone 21.8; tetrachloroethene 9.1E-03; phenol 44; toluene |
- 7.3; 1.1,1= trlchloroethane 1.58; 1,1,2-trichloroethane 4.27E-03;
trlchloroethylene 0.026; vmyl chlonde 1 84E-04; xylenes 9:14;
- TPH 30; PCBs 0.21. -
| Unless proper. justlflcatlon can be added to use other values for
, _groundwater protection ,-add these values to tables B-5 and B-7.
171, | Page B- 68 to'B- | Because the contamination in the BC control area came from the
|1 69 : - | BC cribs the COC list for BC cribs should be used to complete
| Table B-5 . - | the COC list for the BC control area. Isophorone
Page B-71:to B- pentachlorophenol and styrene are on:the COC list for BC cnbs 2
78 - - . | Addthemto TabIe B-5-and B-7. =
Table B-7 . - B S
172. | Page B-68 to B- Prov1de the'-r'at-lonale that;alleed qualification for a simplified -
: 69 - - | terrestrial ecological evaluation acCordmg to WAC 173-340 | ] - .
"Table B-3 | Table 749-1. Add a footnote in the table to tell the rcader Where
o to find. this information in the document. . ‘
173. | Page B 68 to B- 'The molybdenum concentration for a simplified terrestrial
69 ecological evaluation at industrial siies is 71 mg/kg. Please
| Table B-5 insert this in Table B-5 if these sites qualify for a snnphfled
- evaluation. )
“174. | Page B-68 to B- | After correcting this table w1th proper values and: pathways
69 _ indicate in the table, using shading or any other suitable =~
Table B-5 notation, the PRG that dictates cleanup for each contaminant. |
This will be the lowest value in each row of the table, or
. - | background. ‘ : '
175. | Page B-71 to B- Cyclohexanone is not on the list of compounds for method 8260.
78 : ‘Please check to see that the correct method 1s provided on Table -
.| Table B-7 B-7 for cyclohexanone. :
176. | Page B-79 | Ecology requests that you use plastlc as a sample container for -
Table B-8

Cr (VI). Hexavalent chromium can adsorb to glass containers.
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' Numlber

Page

Comment
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Page B-81.to B-

82

| Table B-11

| Use of field instrumentation for non-radioactive contaminants is

encouraged when detection limits are adequate, but for many

| contaminants these methods cannot detect contaminants at the
1 cleanup levels for protection of groundwater. Physical samples

of soil will be needed for verification to address contaminants
with cleanup levels below the detection limits of the field
instruments, -

178.

Page B-83 to B-
87 -

Table B-13, B-14,

B-15

The sampling scheme 18 too sparse for making decisions about-

cleanup. For instance, two samples are way too few to represent

areas as large as 500 m”. Soil variability generally increases
with area. Contaminant concentration variability should be used

‘as a basis for choosing sampling densities — the software -

package Visual Sample Plan should be used to determine the
number of samples needed for verification.

179.

Page B-81
Table B-16

Add to this table the physical samples that will be taken in the

| BC Control Area to test for hazardous metals and PCBs. If
| radionuclides were dispersed by animal droppings in the BC

Control area, metals from the BC cribs would accompany those
radionuclides. Physical samples from the BC Control Area must
be taken to demonstrate that there are no hazardous metals
dispersed in the area.

180.

Page C-16

Table C-4

Please add sufficient detail to the deSCI'lpthIl of the cost
estimating assumptions to explain the apparent discrepancies in
unit costs between different sites. For example, the level of
detail in the “C3.1 Trench Template” is insufficient for the

| reviewer to understand the difference in ERDF Disposal Costs in
| Table C-4. For example, the difference in ERDF disposal cost

for Sites 200-E-29 and 200-E-53 is >50%, the difference
between $3.79 per ciibic foot dlsposed and $2.37 per cubic foot
disposed.

181.

Appendix D

Revise the text to read “In general this CERCLA permlttmg
exemption will be extended to all response act1on activities - C
conducted at the 200-UR-1 OU waste sites:-#4:5 I-the-axe: eplion-ef | .
the-FesenresConservation and Resovery f;;:: : ST

imrn A A I ROANAROE Ty T o fn

L ._%.::.” Ecology was not able to 1dent1fy any
RCRA TSDs a531gned to the 200-UR-1 OU.

182.

Page D-3
Appendix D

Section D1.2

Revise the text to read: “....specifically associated with
developing risk-based conce_ntratlons for cleanup (WAC 173-
340740, “Unrestricted land use soil cleanup standards,” WAC .
173-340-745, “Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties,”
and WAC 173-340-747 “Deriving soil concentrations for ground

water protection”).” Update Table D-2 accordingly. |
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Comment - Page Comment
Number = _ j T
+ 183, |.Appendix D, | Chapter 4 “Potential Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements” of DOE/RL-98-28 lists multiple ARARS that

Table D-2 -

should be include in Table D-2. Please re- evaluate potenual E
| ARARs and update Table D 2.

__END
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